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Sir: 

PRE-APPEAL BRIEF REQUEST FOR REVIEW 

Applicants request review of the Final Office Action of August 18, 2009 ("Final 
Action") in the above-identified application. 

Claims 37-40, 50 and 63-99 are pending in this application, of which claims 37 
and 76 are independent claims. 



I. Failure to address anv_ of the limitations of claims 50 and 80 results in 
clear error. 

Claims 50 recites: 

The method of claim 40, in which the act of generating the 
second interface further comprises: automatically posting 
the bid size in the at least one size field (emphasis added). 

The Examiner rejects claims 50 by stating, "Claim 40 has been rejected based on 
the discussion(s) above. See the rejection of claim 17 ." Final Action, p. 6 (emphasis 
added) . No further explanation is provided. 

However, no rejection of claim 17 exists in the Final Action, in large part, 
because claim 17 is no longer pending in the application — it was cancelled in the Reply 
to Office Action of April 30, 2009. Clearly, the Examiner's rejection is in error. 
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Neither does the Examiner's rejection of claim 40 address the limitations of claim 

50. 

Thus, the Examiner's failure to address any of the limitations of claim 50 is in 
clear error. There is no prima facie showing of obviousness for claim 50 in the Final 
Action. 

The Examiner also relies on the same faulty rationale in rejecting claim 80. Final 
Action, p. 9 ("Regarding claim 80: see the rejection of claim 50 above.") . For at least the 
same reasons cited-above, the Examiner's rejection of claim 80 also is in error and fails 
to establish a prima facie showing of obviousness for claim 80. 

II. Failure to address all of the limitations of claims 37 and 76 results in clear 
error. 

Claim 37 recites, in part: 

. . . displaying, using a computing device, a first 
interface that comprises a plurality of variables associated 
with trading at least one item. . . 

. . . generating a second interface in response to the 
selection of the variable, in which the second interface 
comprises: 

at least one size field that is alterable; 

at least one price field that is alterable; and 

a button for submitting the trading command. . . 

It appears that the Examiner relies on an outdated version of claim 37. See, Final 
Action, p. 4-5 . Specifically, the claim language recited in the Final Action does not 
correspond with the actual language of claim 37. 

Moreover, the Examiner is completely silent with regards to the following 
limitation of claim 37: "displaying. . . a first interface that comprises a plurality of 
variables associated with trading at least one item." 

Nor does the Examiner address the limitation: "generating a second interface in 
response to the selection of the variable, in which the second interface comprises: at least 
one size field that is alterable; at least one price field that is alterable; and a button for 
submitting the trading command." 
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Thus, the Examiner's reliance on an outdated version of claim 37 results in a 
failure to address all of the limitations of the claim. As such, there is no prima facie 
showing of obviousness for claim 37 in the Final Action. 

The Examiner also relies on the same faulty rationale for rejecting claim 76. 
Final Action, p. 9 ("Regarding claim 76: see the rejection of claim 37 above.") . For at 
least the same reasons cited-above, the Examiner's rejection of claim 76 also is in clear 
error and fails to establish a prima facie showing of obviousness for claim 76. 

III. Failure to address all of the limitations of claims 65 and 83 results in clear 
error. 

Claim 65 recites: 

... in which the variable that is selected in the first interface 
comprises an offer size; and 

in which the act of generating the second interface 
further comprises: automatically posting the offer size in 
the at least one size field. 

Again, it appears that the Examiner relies on an outdated version of claim 65, 
since the rejection has no bearing, whatsoever, to the actual language of claim 65. 
Specifically, the Examiner states the following: 

Regarding claim 65, Tuck discloses a first interface 
displays an offer variable and the trading command 
comprises an offer command submitted by selecting the 
offer price in figure 17 (see 'Buy' tab). 

Final Action, p. 8 . 

The Examiner is completely silent with regards to the following limitation of 
claim 65: "the act of generating the second interface further comprising] automatically 
posting the offer size in the at least one size field" as recited by claim 65. Neither does 
figure 17 of Tuck teach or suggest this limitation. 

Thus, the Examiner's reliance on an outdated version of claim 65 results in a 
failure to address all of the limitations of the claim. As such, there is no prima facie 
showing of obviousness for claim 65 in the Final Action. 
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The Examiner also relies on the same faulty rationale for rejecting claim 83. 
Final Action, p. 9 ("Regarding claim 83: see the rejection of claim 65 above.") . For at 
least the same reasons cited-above, the Examiner's rejection of claim 83 also is in clear 
error and fails to establish a prima facie showing of obviousness for the claim. 
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